






























― 社会的コントロール理論の分析的妥当性 ― 
 
 











いて広く受け入れられている「逸脱行動」の定義づけ（Gottfredson and Hirschi, 
1990: 15）と「犯罪性」についての記述（Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1994）を














繁に行われているという調査結果（Diekhoff et al., 1999）や，欧米の学生より
も，アジア系学生の方が剽窃行為を悪行とみなす傾向が低いという調査結果も
ある（Hayes and Introna, 2005）．以上のことを踏まえれば，わが国における
学業不正は真摯に取り組むべき研究テーマであり（Callahan, 2004），その原
因の早期解明が要されることは論を待たない． 
 米国においては，Michaels &Miethe（1989）と Vowell& Chen（2004）が
犯罪社会学諸理論を援用し，「なぜ，大学生は学業不正を行うのか」の問いに答
えるべく実証研究を行っている（Cochran et al., 1998; Crown and Spiller, 
























Fukushima et al., 2009 を参照）． 









































































































きたい．また，セルフ・コントロール理論（Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990 な









































 回収された 442 の質問票のうち，自分は日本人でないと答えた 7 名，および
日本人であるか否かを明記しなかった 2 名分の回答は，分析から除外された．
その結果，本研究の分析対象となったのは，合計 9 学部 433 名の学生から寄せ
られた回答である．対象者の性別は，当大学全体の男女比率と同じく，71％（s.d. 
= .45）が男性であった．平均年令は 19.37 才（s.d. = .64）であり，対象者の










項目* 平均値 標準偏差 因子負荷量**
試験中，他人の解答を見た． .799 1.022 .766
他人のレポートを自分のものとして提出した． .654 1.009 .695
他人の宿題を写し，自分のものとして提出した． 1.134 1.063 .739
試験中，カンニングペーパーを使った． .596 .950 .766
レポートを書く時，他人の考えを無断で使った． .787 .986 .620
試験前に，不正に問題を入手した． .236 .739 .489
   * 回答選択肢： 0 = 一度もしなかった；1 = ほとんどしなかった；2 = 時々した；3 = しばしばした；
　　 　　　　 　 4 = ほとんどいつもした．
** 主成分分析で算出された全固有値： 2.825, .928, .797, .573, .521, .355.








































答を 1 ~ 3 にコード化した．本研究においては，対象者の大半が新 2 年生であ
るため，大学に対して強い愛着をもつには時期尚早であると判断し，「大学」で
はなく「高校」に対する好き・嫌いを質問した． 






















ることは言うまでもない．分析においては，男性を 1，女性を 0 にコード化し
た（以後，「男性」と表記）．年令については，そのままの数字を使用した．家
族構成については，片親の家庭に育った子どもは逸脱行動を犯しやすい，とい
う先行研究をもとに（Rankin and Kern, 1994; Rebellon, 2002 など），成長す
る過程においてどのような家庭環境で育ったかを尋ね，回答を以下のようにコ
ード化した：大人 2 名（実父母，母親と義父，父親と義母，祖父母など）が存
在する家庭に育った = 1；大人 2 名がそろわない家庭に育った =  0．対象者
のうち，95.4％（s.d. = .21）が，成長する過程において大人 2 名が常に存在し
ていたと回答した（以後，「家庭内大人 2 名の存在」と表記）．親の学歴は，以
下のようにコード化した：少なくとも片親が学士号，もしくはそれ以上の学位






























     
                （n  = 433; 片側有意検定）
独立変数      b    Beta      p
男性 .750 .086 .035
年令 -.117 -.019 .339
家庭内大人2名の存在 -.384 -.020 .328
親の学歴 .714 .085 .033
親への愛着 .023 .037 .228
親の監督状況 -.271 -.141 .002
仲間への愛着 -.009 -.002 .485
学校への愛着 -.024 -.004 .470
コミットメント .018 .010 .413
巻き込み .023 .074 .054







 次に，独立変数の効果を確認する．重要な結果は 2 つ挙げられる．1 つは，
「規範観念」が学業不正に対して有意な制御効果を持つという結果である






学業不正に対して有意な抑制効果を持つという結果である（Beta = -.141; p 
= .002）．これは，逆に言うと，現代の大学生の学習上の不正行為は，親の監督
不行き届きを背景として生じている傾向が明瞭だと言える（Glueck and Glueck, 
1959; Hill et al., 1999; Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986; McCord and 




















































測定方法については問題ない．事実，方法的に優れた Fukushima et al.（2009）
































































いう観点から，社会学習理論（Akers, 1985, 1998; Akers and Sellers, 2008 な
ど）や緊張理論（Agnew, 1985, 1992, 2001, 2006; Agnew and White 1992 な
ど）を使って，促進要因についての理論的知識を追加することの必要性を提示
している．さらには，「なぜ，一部の大学生は学業不正を働かないのか」という
疑問を追求するため，セルフ・コントロール理論（Gottfredson and Hirschi, 
1990 など）や拡大抑止理論（Grasmick and Bursik 1990 など）の分析的妥当
性を検証し，コントロール・メカニズムの妥当性を追加，修正，補完すること
の必要性をも提示している．また，社会的コントロール理論は，わが国におけ
るその他諸般の逸脱行動をも十分説明しえないのか（Fukushima et al., 2009;








Agnew, Robert. 1985. “A Revised Strain Theory of Delinquency.” Social Forces 64: 
151-167. 
   . 1992. “Foundation for a General Strain Theory of Crime and Delinquency.” 
Criminology 30: 47-87. 
――――. 2001. “Building on the Foundation of General Strain Theory: Specifying the 
Types of Strain Most Likely to Lead to Crime and Delinquency.” Journal of 
Research in Crime & Delinquency 38: 319-361. 
――――. 2006. Pressured into Crime: An Overview of General Strain Theory. Los 
Angeles: Roxbury Publishing Company. 
Agnew, Robert and Helene Raskin White. 1992. “An Empirical Test of General Strain 
Theory.” Criminology 30:475-499. 
Akers, Ronald. 1985. Deviant Behavior: A Social Learning Approach, 3rd Ed. Belmont, 
CA: Wadsworth. 
Akers, Ronald. 1998. Social Learning and Social Structure: A General Theory of Crime 
and Deviance. Boston: Northeastern University Press. 
Akers, Ronald L. and Christine S. Sellers. 2008.Criminological Theories: Introduction, 
Evaluation, and Application,5th Ed. Los Angeles: Roxbury Publishing 
Company.  
Akers, Ronald L. and John K. Cochran. 1985. “Adolescent Marijuana Use: A Test of 
Three Theories of Deviant Behavior.” Deviant Behavior 6: 323-346. 
Belsley, David A. 1982. “Assessing the Presence of Harmful Collinearity and Other 
Forms of Weak Data through a Test for Single-to-Noise.” Journal of 
Econometrics 20: 211-253. 
Callahan, David. 2004.The Cheating Culture: Why More Americans are Doing Wrong 
to Get Ahead. Orlando, FL: Harcourt Books. 
Cochran, John K., Peter B. Wood, Christine S. Sellers, Wendy Wilkerson, and Mitchell 
B. Chamlin. 1998. “Academic Dishonesty and Low Self-Control: An 
Empirical Test of a General Theory of Crime.” Deviant Behavior 19: 227-255. 
Crown, Deborah. F. and M. Shane Spiller. 1998. “Learning From the Literature on 
177 
  
Collegiate Cheating: A Review of Empirical Research.” Journal of Business 
Ethics 17: 683-700.  
Diekhoff, George M., Emily E. LaBeff, Kohei Shinohara, and Hajime Yasukawa. 1999. 
“College Cheating in Japan and the United States.” Research in Higher 
Education 40: 343-353. 
Fukushima, Miyuki, Susan F. Sharp, and Emiko Kobayashi. 2009. “Bond to Society, 
Collectivism, and Conformity: A Comparative Study of Japanese and 
American College Students.” Deviant Behavior 30: 434-466. 
Glueck, Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck. 1959.Predicting Delinquency and Crime. 
Cambridge, MA: HarvardUniversity Press. 
Gottfredson, Michael and Travis Hirschi. 1990.A General Theory of Crime. Stanford, 
CA: Stanford University Press. 
Grasmick Harold G. and Robert. J. Bursik Jr. 1990. “Conscience, Significant Others, 
and Rational Choice: Extending the Deterrence Model.” Law and Society 
Review 24: 837-861. 
Hayes, Niall and Lucas Introna. 2005. “Cultural Values, Plagiarism, and Fairness: 
When Plagiarism Gets in the Way of Learning.” Ethics and Behavior15: 
213-231. 
Hill, Karl G., James C. Howell, J. David Hawkins, and Sara R. Battin-Pearson. 1999. 
“Childhood Risk Factors for Adolescent Gang Membership: Results from the 
Seattle Social Development Project.” Journal of Research in Crime and 
Delinquency 36: 300-322. 




Hirschi, Travis and Michael Gottfredson. 1994. The Generality of Deviance. New 
Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers. 
Hwang, Sunghyun and Ronald L. Akers. 2003. “Substance Use by Korean Adolescents: 
A Cross-Cultural Test of Social Learning, Social Bonding, and Self-Control 
178 
Theories.”  Pp. 39-63 in Social Learning Theory and the Explanation of 
Crime: A Guide for the New Century, edited by Ronald L. Akers and Gary F. 
Jensen. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers. 
Kempf, Kimberly. 1993. “The Empirical Status of Hirschi’s Social Control Theory.” Pp. 
143-185 in New Directions in Criminology (Vol. 4): Advances in 
Criminological Theory, edited by Freda Adler and William S. Laufer. New 
Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Publishers. 
Krohn, Marvin. D. and James. L. Massey.1980. “Social Control and Delinquent 
Behavior: An Examination of the Elements of the Social Bond.”  Sociological 
Quarterly 21: 529-543. 
Loeber, Rolf and Magda Stouthamer Loeber. 1986. “Family Factors as Correlates and 
Predictors of Juvenile Conduct Problems and Delinquency.”  Pp. 29-149 in 
Crime and Justice (Vol. 7), edited by Michael Tonry and Norval Morris. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
McCord, William and Joan McCord. 1959. Origins of Crime: A New Evaluation of the 
Cambridge Sommerville Youth Study. New York: Columbia University. 
Michaels, James W. and Terance D. Miethe. 1989. “Applying Theories of Deviance to 
Academic Cheating.” Social Science Quarterly 70: 870-885. 
Rankin, Joseph H. and Roger Kern. 1994. “Parental Attachments and Delinquency.” 
Criminology 32: 495-515. 
Rebellon, Cesar J. 2002.“Reconsidering the Broken Homes/Delinquency Relationship 
and Exploring Its Mediating Mechanism(s).” Criminology 40: 103-136. 
斉藤知範. 2002.「非行的な仲間との接触，社会的ボンドと非行行動」『教育社
会学研究』第 71 集, 131-150 頁. 
Sierles, Frederick, Ingrid Hendrickx, and Sybil Circle. 1980. “Cheating in Medical 
Schools.” The Journal of Medical Education 55: 124-125. 
Sims, Randi I. 1993. “The Relationship between Academic Dishonesty and Unethical 
Business Practices” Journal of Education for Business 68: 207-211. 
Tanioka, Ichiro and Daniel Glaser. 1991. “School Uniforms, Routine Activities and the 
179 
  
Social Control of Delinquency in Japan.” Youth and Society 23: 50-75. 
Tittle, Charles R., Mary Jean Burke and Elton F. Jackson. 1986. “ Modeling 
Sutherland’s Theory of Differential Association: Toward an Empirical 
Clarification.” Social Forces 65: 405-432. 
Tittle, Charles R. and Raymond Paternoster. 2000.Social Deviance and Crime: An 
Organizational and Theoretical Approach. Los Angeles, CA: Roxbury. 
Vowell, Paul R. andJieming Chen. 2004. “Predicting Academic Misconduct: A 
Comparative Test of Four Sociological Explanations.” Sociological Inquiry 
74 : 226-249. 
Whitley, Bernard E., Amanda Bichlmeier Nelson, and Curtis J. Jones. 1999. “Gender 
Differences in Cheating Attitudes and Classroom Cheating Behavior: A 
Meta-Analysis.” Sex Roles 41: 657-680.  
Wang, Gabe T., Hengrui Qiao, Sshaowei Hong, and Jie Zhang. 2002. “Adolescent 
Social Bond, Self-Control, and Deviant Behavior in China.” International 
Journal of Contemporary Sociology 39: 52-68. 
Zhang, LeningandMessner, Steven F. 1996. “School Attachment and Official 














Social Bonds and Academic Cheating: 









Social control theory, which was first presented by Travis Hirschi in 1969 in 
Causes of Delinquency and is one of the most widely cited theories in 
criminology, argues that humans by nature are hedonistic and, thus, 
inclined to engage in any acts, including crime and other forms of deviance, 
in pursuit of their self-interest. The present study proposes that the four 
general elements identified in the theory comprise a social bond that, when 
present, serves as a constraint against academic cheating: attachment, 
commitment, involvement, and belief.  First,attachment refers to an 
emotional bond to conventional others.  Students who are so attached are 
less inclined to commit academic cheating for fear of hurting those to whom 
they are attached and/or jeopardizing their relationships with them.  For 
students, relevant attachments are those to parents, peers, and school.  
Attachment to, or caring about the feelings of parents has also three 
subcomponents: identification with and affection toward parents, intimate 
communication, and parental supervision.  Second, commitment refers to 
the stakes in conformity the student has developed, such as investments in 
education and preparation for labor force participation.  Students who 
have made such investments, the present study argues, are inclined to 
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avoid violation of school rules because they have more to lose by taking the 
risk of getting into trouble.  Third, involvement is a student’s investment of 
time in conventional activities, time that makes the student unavailable for 
academic cheating or exposure to opportunities for such misconduct.  The 
theory assumes a finite amount of time available to an individual, so time 
spent in conventional activities reduces time available for academic 
cheating.  Finally, belief refers to belief in the moral legitimacy of the law – 
the view that the law is binding on one’s own behavior and has legitimacy in 
prohibiting one’s pursuit of one’s self-interest through acts of force and fraud.  
Students who acquire such a belief while growing up are more bonded to 
conventional society and, thus, less free to engage in academic cheating.  In 
the research reported here, measures of social bond variables that resemble, 
and in many cases are identical to measures used by Hirschi, are developed.  
The effects of these four elements on people’s experience to commit 
academic cheating are then examined in a sample of Japanese college 
students.  The analysis provides rather limited support for the theory.  
Parental supervision and belief function as constraints that prevent 
students, more or less, from engaging in acts of fraud (i.e., academic 
cheating) in pursuit of their self-interest, but the findings for the other 
elements of social bond appear less compatible with the theory. 
 
Key words: social control theory, academic cheating, Japanese college 
students 
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